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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 17-18, 29, 33-34 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Lueker et al. (U.S. Patent 6,130,896). 

Lueker et al. discloses in FIG. 1 a powerline based network and the general idea of 
having multiple access points (cordless communication devices) being connected to a power 
supply network. Lueker et al. further discloses in FIG. 6A and col. 4, lines 59-62 the placement 
of access points in cells for communication with untethered devices. Lueker et al. teaches to use 
an AN1000 chipset by Adaptive Networks for physical layer circuitry (see col. 3, line 50). The 
AN1000 chipset allows data communication at 100 kbps and supports broadband 
communication. 

Regarding claim 18, Lueker et al. suggests the use of RF for wireless communication. 
Regarding claim 29, Lueker et al. suggests the use of powerlines found in homes for 
connecting the access points. These powerlines are inherently of 1 10 volt in the United States. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
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3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lueker et al. 
(U.S. Patent 6,130,896) in view of Hammerling et al (U.S. Patent 4,443,786). 

Lueker et al. has been discussed above in regard to claims 17-18, 29, 33-34 and 37. The 
difference between Lueker et al. and the claimed invention is that Lueker et al. does not use 
infrared radiation for cordless transmission. However, Lueker et al. suggests that untethered 
device may communicate via optical signals (see col. 2, line 52). Hammerling et al. teaches in 
FIG. 1 a communication system where a plurality of fixed modules are connected via the power 
line and communicate to movable modules via infra-red rays. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Hammerling et al. with the powerline 
based network of Lueker et al. because RF signals interference with other devices and are 
regulated, therefore, their power and bandwidth are restricted while infrared wireless provides 
high bandwidth and long distance communication. Thus it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use infrared radiation for wireless 
communication, as taught by Hammerling et al., in the powerline based network of Lueker et al. 
because RF signals interference with other devices and are regulated, therefore, their power and 
bandwidth are restricted while infrared wireless provides high bandwidth and long distance 
communication. 
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5. Claims 20 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lueker 
et al. and Hammerling et al. as applied to claim 19 above, and further in view of Scifres (U.S. 
Patent 6,025,942). 

Lueker et al. and Hammerling et al. have been discussed above in regard to claim 19. 
Regarding claim 20, the difference between Lueker et al. and Hammerling et al. and the claimed 
invention is that Lueker et al. and Hammerling et al. do not specify the modulation technology 
used for the infrared rays. Scifres teaches in col. 2, lines 42 the use of amplitude modulation for 
adding the data to the infrared carrier. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated 
to combine the teaching of Scifres with the modified powerline based network of Lueker et al. 
and Hammerling et al. because amplitude modulation is simple to implement and easy to 
understand. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use amplitude modulation for adding data to the infrared carrier, as taught 
by Scifres, in the modified powerline based network of Lueker et al. and Hammerling et al. 
because amplitude modulation is simple to implement and easy to understand. 

Regarding claim 30, Scifres suggests in FIG. 2 to have the wireless modules in rooms. 

6. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lueker et al. 
(U.S. Patent 6,130,896) in view of Baum et al. (U.S. Patent 5,828,660). 

Lueker et al. has been discussed above in regard to claims 17-18, 29, 33-34 and 37. The 
difference between Lueker et al. and the claimed invention is that Lueker et al. does not specify 
the modulation technologies. Baum et al. teaches in col. 2, lines 33-57 to use OFDM and 
OFDM-like digital modulation techniques to avoid interference and efficiently utilize bandwidth. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Baum et 
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al. with the powerline based network of Lueker et al. because the method of Baum et al. avoids 
interference and efficiently utilizes bandwidth. Thus it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use digital modulation techniques 
such as OFDM and OFDM-like method of Baum et al. in the powerline based network of Lueker 
et al. because this method avoids interference and efficiently utilizes bandwidth. 
7. Claims 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lueker 
et al. and Hammerling et al. as applied to claim 19 above, and further in view of Sakanaka et al. 
(U.S. 5,680,241). 

Lueker et al. and Hammerling et al. have been discussed above in regard to claim 19. The 
difference between Lueker et al. and Hammerling et al. and the claimed invention is that Lueker 
et al. and Hammerling et al. do not specify the wavelengths used for the infrared carrier. 
Sakanaka et al. teaches in col. 4, lines 50-58 the choice of various wavelengths depending on the 
transmission distance and safety consideration. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
motivated to combine the teaching of Sakanaka et al. with the modified powerline based network 
of Lueker et al. and Hammerling et al. because choosing the right wavelength gives maximal 
safety or transmission distance. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to choose of wavelength in the range of 800 nm~1000 nm 
or 1200 nm~1400 nm, as taught by Sakanaka et al., in the modified powerline based network of 
Lueker et al. and Hammerling et al. because choosing the right wavelength gives maximal safety 
or transmission distance. 
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8. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lueker et al. and 
Hammerling et al. as applied to claim 19 above, and further in view of Farber et al. (U.S. Patent 
5,969,837). 

Lueker et al. and Hammerling et al. have been discussed above in regard to claim 19. The 
difference between Lueker et al. and Hammerling et al. and the claimed invention is that Lueker 
et al. and Hammerling et al. do not use a surface-emitting semiconductor laser as the light 
emitter. Farber et al. teaches in col. 4, lines 30-31 the use of surface-emitting laser as the light 
source for wireless communication. One of ordinary skill in the art would have motivated to 
combine the teaching of Farber et al. with the modified powerline based network of Lueker et al. 
and Hammerling et al. because surface-emitting laser is inexpensive, easy to drive yet has high 
output power. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use surface-emitting laser as light source, as taught by Sakanaka et al, in 
the modified powerline based network of Lueker et al. and Hammerling et al. because surface- 
emitting laser is inexpensive, easy to drive yet has high output power. 

9. Claims 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lueker et 
al. (U.S. Patent 6,130,896) in view of Propp et al. (U.S. Patent 5,774,526). 

Lueker et al. has been discussed above in regard to claims 17-18, 29, 33-34 and 37. The 
difference between Lueker et al. and the claimed invention is that Lueker et al. does not include a 
controller. Propp et al. teaches in FIG. 2 the inclusion of a controller 202 in a power line 
network. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of 
Propp et al. with the communication system of Lueker et al. because a controller can be used to 
manage the network as described in col. 3, line 65-col,4, line 12. Thus it would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include a 
controller, as taught by Propp et al., in the communication system of Lueker et al. because a 
controller can be used to manage the network. 

Regarding claims 26-28, Propp et al. teaches in col. 5, lines 48-50 the connection 
between the controller and an external network via cable, microwave, radio-wave or optical link. 

10. Claims 3 1-32 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lueker et al. (U.S. Patent 6,130,896) in view of White et al. (U.S. Patent 6,400,968 Bl). 

Lueker et al. has been discussed above in regard to claims 17-18, 29, 33-34 and 37. The 
difference between Lueker et al. and the claimed invention is that Lueker et al. does not teach to 
screw the access points into incandescent bulk socket. White et al. teaches in FIG. 3 A the 
screwing of a network module into an incandescent bulk socket. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to combine the teaching of White et al. with the communication 
system of Lueker et al. because by screwing into the bulk socket the module is connected to the 
powerline and mounted in a position for wireless communication. Thus it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to screw the access 
point module into an incandescent bulk socket, as taught by White et al., in the communication 
system of Lueker et al. because by screwing into the bulk socket the module is connected to the 
powerline and mounted in a position for wireless communication. 

11. Claims 36 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lueker 
et al. (U.S. Patent 6,130,896) in view of Hammerling et al. (U.S. Patent 4,443,786). 

Lueker et al. has been discussed above in regard to claims 17-18, 29, 33-34 and 37. The 
difference between Lueker et al. and the claimed invention is that the communication terminal of 
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Lueker et al. does not operate at a frequency greater than 10 GHz or 100 GHz. However, Lueker 
et al suggests that untethered device may communicate via optical signals (see col. 2, line 52). 
Hammerling et al. teaches in FIG. 1 that optical (infrared) carrier can be used for the wireless 
link. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of 
Hammerling et al. with the communication system of Lueker et al. because optical carrier 
provides wide bandwidth. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to use optical carrier for the wireless link, as taught by 
Hammerling et al., in the communication system of Lueker et al. because optical carrier provides 
wide bandwidth. 

Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 19-24 and 30 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

13. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 17-18, 25-29 and 31-38 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

The Applicant argues that Lueker et al. does not teach broadband communication. The 
Examiner disagrees. Lueker et al. teaches in FIG. 2 a physical layer circuitry 78 for interfacing 
with the powerline. Lueker et al. teaches in col. 3, lines 49-51 to use AN1000 chipset of 
Adaptive Networks for the physical layer circuitry 78. The AN1000 chipset supports 100 kbps 
data communication as illustrated by Strassberg (Dan Strassberg, "Powerline Communication: 
Wireless Technology", EDN, June 6, 1996) (for example, see page 3, last paragraph). According 
to Engineering and Operations in the Bell System ("Engineering and Operations in the Bell 
System", Second Edition, Bell Telephone Laboratories, 1983, p. 782), broadband is defined as a 
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bandwidth wider than that required for transmitting voice signals, for example, 48 KHz, 240 
KHz. Therefore, Lueker et al. does teach broadband and the Applicant's argument that Lueker et 
al. does not teach broadband communication is not persuasive. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shi K. Li whose telephone number is 703 305-4341. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Chan can be reached on 703 305-4729. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 
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